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ftEMARKS 

Claims 1-61 are pending. Claims 1-61 have been rejected. Claims 1, 14-1 8. 23, 28. 
29. 36, 49 and 54 have been amended. Reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-61 ofthe 

application as amended is solicited. 

Claim Rejections - 35 V.S.C. § 102 
Claims 1-10. 12-17. 20-25, 28-32, 34, 36-45, 47. 49-51, 54-58 and 60 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being unpatentable by U.S. Patent No. 6.694.359 (Morris, et al.y 

Claim 1 has been amended as suggested by the Examiner during a December 7. 2005 
telephone conference. Morris fails to teach at least the element of enabling a user to gather 
and record network device data including hardware or software revision mdicia. 

During a December 7, 2005 telephone meeting. AppUcant and the Examiner spoke 
about how different Morris' retail inventory information is from hardware/software revision 
indicia. Specifically. Morris describes a trv.ok that drives from retail store to retail store. See 
the picture ofthe truck in Fig. 10. The truck carries a MAS that wirelessly comm.micates 
wilto hand held retail store scamvers. See a picture ofthe store scamiers in Fig. 1 . The 
tmck/MAS updates the retail store scanners with "inventory count of products, and to use 
stock locator information to identify where each product ofthe remaining inventory ts stored, 
when a product is moved from one place to another, and which employee has current charge 
of that product." See col. 1, lines 50-57. The Examiner acknowledged that retail inventory 
count information was completely different from hardware/software revision indicia. 

Furthermore, applicant explained that there is no suggestion to modify Mon.s to 
change the ^tail inventory information to hardware/software revision indicia. It would 
require impermissible hindsight to presently look back at Morris and change the retail 
inventory information to hardware/software revision indicia without identifying a pnor 
motivation for doing so. See MPEP 2143. Morris does not disclose that the change would 
have been beneficial. Moreover, such a change would alter the principle operation and 
purpose of Morris. See MPEP 2143 VI. ll»e Examiner expressed during the December 7. 
2005 telephone call that Applicant's point regarding a lack of motivation "made a lot of 

sense." , , 

In contrast, claim 1 teaches a data-gathering circuitry... enabling a user to gather and 
record hardware or software revision indicia. One example of hardware revision indicia 
provided during the December 7, 2005 telephone meeting is the value ofthe hardware 
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revision number that may be printed in white letters on a printed circuit board. Thus, claim 
should be allowed. Claims 2-10 and 12-13 should also be allowed. 

Claim 14 has been amended. Support for the amendments can be found in the present 
.pecincation, page 4, lines 26-34 and page 5, lines 18-19. Morris fails to teach at least the 
element of automatically initiating communications in response to the physical couplmg. 

Morris teaches that the MAS on the truck wirelessly transmits foreign agent 
advertisements to retail stores. See col. 19, lines 45-65. The foreign agent advertisements 
communicate that the MAS is p«.sently available as a server to receive a wireless call and 
respond by returning information. In response to Oie foreign agent advertisements, the rctad 
scanners call the MAS. In response to the call the MAS wirelessly transfers «tail inventory 

information to the retail scanner. 

In contrast claim 14 teaches the element of automatically initiating communications m 
response to the physical coupling. Thus claim 14 should be allowed. Claims 15-17 are 

dependant and should also be allowed. 

With respect to claim 20, Morris fails to teach each and every element Morris fails to 
teach at least tiie element of instructions residing in the network device for programming one 
or more memory locations in tiie network device with data regarding a defined identification 
and a defined configuration of the network device. 

The claimed instructions ai« not disclosed in Morris. Tlie column sections referred to 
describe a truck including the MAS communicating with a satellite in geosynchronous orbit 
to determine location information. Once the truck/MAS is in range, the data coUection 
tenninal then sends a store ID via a call to tiie truckA4AS. See col. 1 8, lines 20-23. Fhe 
store ID identifies where tiie dala collection terminal 312 is calling from. The truckTMAS 
then saves into its o^ DRAM the store ID. See col. 18. Unes 20-31. Tliis is ti.e opposite of 
the claimed instructions. There are no instmctions for programming the ID ofihc truckAdAS 
into the memory of the truck/MAS. nor are thei« instructions for programming an ID of the 
dau collection terminal 312 into data collection terminal memory. Instead, the data 
collection terminal 312 has to initiate a call to send the store ID to the truckMAS. See FIG. 
6. 

In contrast, claim 20 teaches ihe element of instructions residing in the network 
device for programming one or more memory locations in tiie network device with data 
regarding a defined identification and a defined configuration of flie network device. This 
feature allows the external reader to initiate the transfer of a defined identification for tiie 
network device fi-om predetermined memory locations. 
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Funhewor.. claim 20 includes both a defmed idcnttfication and a defined 
c„„,8„r„io„ of*, network device. MouU .1.0 fail. ,o .each da,a » ^^"f 

oonflguration of^ networtc device. A s,oxe ID idendfyln. where a da« coUec, on «rm,n 
312 is calling from does n« con.mu..ca« a conflgnration of *e da« coUecUon term nam2. 
Thus, for bo* reason., claim 20 should be allowed. Claims 21-22 are dependant and should 

"° " Cla:l3 has been amended. Suppor, for *e amondmen, may be found in .he presen, 
spceifrcion on page 1, Hnes 1 S-.9. Claim 23 should be allowed for ar leas. 
1 Claim < , calms 24 and 25 are dependant and should also be ^""^-^'"^''"^'^ 
amended and should be allowed for a. leas, similar reasons aa claim 1. Cla.m 29-32 and 34 
are dependan. and should also be allowed. Claim 36 has been amended and should be 
allawl for at leas, similar reasons as claim 1. Claims 37-45 and 47 are dependan. and 
should also be aUowed. Claim 49 has been amended. Claims 30-51 are dependan. and 

should also be allowed. , . , . 

Claim 54 has been amended. Suppor. for .he amendmen. ma. be tou.^ ,n .he p^sen, 

sp,cifica.ion. page 3. line ,3. Morris fails .o .each *e Clemen, of a hand held 

c^nflgured .0 allow said user .o ga*er and „=cord network device da« specific .o *. ne^«.rl. 

device witfiout relying on a nenvorkconneclion. 

m Moms .he «ck includingto MAS drives fi^m one re«ul store to to nex, 
couecting information ftom *c scorning devices. Neither ,he «uck nor,he MAS are hand 

'Ce is no sugges,ion in *e prior ar. a. «,e «me .he prcsen. aPPlicaSo^ was med .o 
conver. *e «uck or ,he MAS «, be a hand held device. The MAS is a cen«d da.a d„ 
including a great deal of inventory da« from many differen. stores. The feamr. for MAS .s 
.at it cles an relevant store information up to da». Convening the MAS to a hand^M 
device would make this quality expensive/difflcul, to achieve. Fur*ermor. smo, a m»k 
al^ady ,e,uir«i «, c»ry *e r^Bo transmission e,uipmem used by *e MAS, tore ,s no 
^pLaL adva.»ge » coavefing the MAS to a hand held device. Civen *. expet^J 
convening *e MAS .o a hand held device, and «.e lack of advan.age in domg so, *ere would 
have been no desirability to make «>e conversion. 
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In contrast, claim 54 includes the element of a hand held portable device configured 
to allow said user to gather and record network device data specific to the netw^^^ 
withoutrelyingonanetworkconneotion. Thus claim 54 should be allowed. Cla.ms 55-58 
and 60 are dependant and should also be aUowed. 

Ctaim Rejections ~ 3S U.S.a §JOS 
Claims 3, 1 1. .8-19, 26-27. 33, 35, 46, 4S. 52-53. 59 and 61 are " 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being u.pa.»,able over Moms in view of U.S. Paten, No. 6.U5.713 

^""c^rs tacludes *e element of a da« gathering means .o gaAer «td record „e^»o,k 
deviee da.a specific .o a network device, the network device data incites the hostnan,e, the 
mtemetprotocol (IP) address, .he meditun access control (MAC) address one or more 
common lan^ge .ocaUon Identifier (CLU) codes and physical device 
for the network device. It was alleged that one or ordinary skiU in «.e art would have been 
motivated to modify Mords with Pascueci to produce each element of dam. 3. 

Morris teaches away from the modiScaUon for at least the reason that the 
modification would no, work. See MPEP 2.43 V. 11,. E«miner alleged that Uve da« 
gathering means w« the MAS «.d *e nework device was me re«U scam«r. Th re,^. 
canner does no, have a. IP address or a MAC address. Moreover since the^. s.m^=. 
does no, connect to dte Intente. or use Internet Protocol, there would he ^ ^ 'J^^ » 
modifying Ute re«.U sc«ner to include Oaese identifiers. Since there ,s no henefi,, one of 
Zly kit. would not have heen motivated to make the change at the time pres^^.. 
applicL was filed. Suchachangewouldrequireimpermissihlehindsight. Ihus,c.a.m3 
allowed. Claims U, .S-.9, 26-27, 33. 35, 4«, 48, 52-53. 59 and 61 are dependant 
and Should be allowed for at least the same reason as their respecUve base clauns. 
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For the foregoing reasons, reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-61 of the 

application as amended is solicited. The Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
ILignedat(503)276^842ifitappea. that an interview would be helpiulmadvanun^ 

the case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MARGER JOtlMSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 




Mi^cl ^^^ofield 
Rcg:Nof^4,630 



MARGER JOHNSON & McCOLLOM, P.C. 
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 400 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
(503) 222-3613 
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